


3. . CASE #2013-128. 2868 RUFINA STREET (HOMEWISE) REZONING. JENKINSGAVIN.
'DESIGN & DEVELOPMENT, INC., AGENT FOR HOMEWISE, INC., REQUESTS
REZONING OF 2.39+ ACRES FROM I-2 (GENERAL INDUSTRIAL) TO I-1 (LIGHT
INDUSTRIAL) TO ACCOMMODATE A PROPOSED 20,000+ SQ. FT. OFFICE
BUILDING. (DONNA WYNANT, CASE MANAGER).

_ A Memorandum, with attachments, dated January 24, 2014 for the February 6, 2014 meeting, to
the Planmng Commission from Donna Wynant, Senior Planner, Senior Planning Division, is incorporated
herewith to these minutes as Exhibit *5.”

_ A series of aerial photographs and drawings of the subject site, used by Jennifer Jenkins in her
 presentation, and entered for the record by Jennifer Jenkins, are incorporated herewith to these minutes
collectively as Exhibit “6.”

The staff report was presented by Donna Wynant, Please see Exhibit “5" for specifics of this
presentation.

Recommendation: Staff recommends approval of the request to rezone property at 2868 Rufina
Street from I-2 to I-1, with all staff conditions as outiined in the report.

Public Hearing

Presentation by the Applicant

* Jennifer Jenkins and Colleen Gavin, JenkinsGavin Design & Developmeni, Agent for the
Applicant, were sworn. Ms. Jenkins said, “We are here this evening on behalf of Homewise, Inc., in
request a 2.39 acre parcel, at the comer of Clark Road and Rufina.”
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Ms. Jenkins continued, “Homewise’s current headquarters is at the Siler Road Studio, and they are
running out of space which is a wonderful problem for a non-profit like Homewise to have. They are
growing. They love their location, and I think really in a lot of ways this is really the heart of Santa Fe, the
geographic center of Santa Fe, and this location works really well for them and they really want to remain
here in a big way, partly for wayfinding. People are very accustomed to their presence in that area of the
Siler Road corridor and they really want to continue that.”

Ms. Jenkins continued, “So when the property next door became available, it seemed like a prime
opportunity for homewise to acquire the property to allow for the construction of a new headquarters, a
larger building to serve them. So what I'm showing you here on the screen [Exhibit “67]is this' is the Siler
Road Studios Project which is... ‘here’s’ Rufina and ‘this’ is Siler Road. And as Donna mentioned, prior to
the 2012 Chapter 14 Code Amendment, uses that were permitted in less intensive zoning categories in
more intense zoning categories — if it was permissible in I-1 you could do it in I-2, which seemed to make
sense. Thatis no longer the case under the current Code. Because that is what was very confusing for us
and | remember calling Tamara when we were first assisting Homewise with this, like, so there’s offices
. next door and it's zoned -2, so why can't we do offices on where we are. And she explained it to me very
cogently and | understood.”

Ms. Jenkins continued, “The interesting: thing about this particular area is we're on the edge of
what is the gray area. What you'll see here is the 1-2 zoning, and we're really on the edge of that, and
-what is surrounding us, are offices and not heavy industrial uses. To put something heavy industrial right
here on this parcel would have a great impact, | think, on the neighboring properties. So we're really
looking to create an organic extension of the Siler Road Studios Project. We've been working closely with
Merritt Brown and Mark Bertram with respect to this project. And we're working with them to create an
opportunity for a shared access. So, we really see this as a natural extension of that project.”

Ms. Jenkins continued, “So again, ‘this' is Rufina ‘here,’ and ‘this’ is their driveway that kind of runs
along the back side. And the proximity to the Clark Road intersection ‘here,’ it doesn't really make sense
for us to drop another driveway into Rufina right ‘there,’ and so we are working with them to have a shared
driveway ‘here,’ that would be our Rufina access and then we would have another access... and this is
oriented differently, | apologize. So Rufina is ‘here,’ Clark is ‘here,’ and 'these’ are the Siler Road Studios
‘here.” So we have 'this’ shared access here which is very efficient and then we have an access point
directly onto Clark Road ‘there’.”

Ms. Jenkins said they would be happy to stand for questions, are in agreement with alf staff

conditions, have nothing further o add and respectfully request the Commission's recommendation for
approval this evening.

Speaking to this request

There was no one speaking for or against this request.

The Public Testimony Portion of the Public Hearing Was Closed
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Commissioner Harris he it seems like the mixed use district would be a more appropriate zoning
classification for this project. He said in reading the goals of the mixed used districts, it even gets to the
point of promoting shared parking areas which is similar io what she described. He asked the reason for
the request for the industrial designation instead of mixed use. :

Ms. Jenkins said primarily because offices are permitted in industrial, and “we are surrounded on
two sides by I-1 zoning, so it seemed logical just to match up what is already there and , as stated in the
staff report, to be an extension of the adjacent I-1 zoning, instead of introducing a zoning category that
does not currently exist in the vicinity. | am not an expert on the mixed use zoning category, I've never
taken a project forward under that zoning. But it is my understanding it mandates a specific residential
component in terms of percentage, and we are not proposing any residential development as part of that.”

Commissioner Harris said, "| am familiar as well. We've not seen a mixed use, and just seems the
way it's structured, it seemed like this type of development would be more appropriate.”

Ms. Baer said, I would agree with what Ms. Jenkins had to say, that in the first piace we like to
expand existing districts and that's what this would represent, rather than introduce a new zoning category
where it doesn't already exist in adjacency. And the second reason that we would not probably
recommend a mixed use, we would have considered it certainly, but it wouldn't have come to the top of our
idea plate, because as Ms. Jenkins said, mixed used requires a residential component, and it makes it
more difficult as a zoning district to work around.”

Commissioner Harris said the zoning category allows office, commercial and residential uses in the
same building. He said he hasn't read everything, but he has seen nothing that requires residential.

Ms. Baer said, “Mixed use requires a residential component of 40% residential if the property is
adjacent to any residential zoning, and itis 20% if it is not adjacent.” ‘

Commissioner Harris said, “And this kind of gets to the other point | had. And | realize that in the...
| want to make sure | get this stated correctly .......a development plan is not required because it does not
meet the 30,000 sq. ft. criteria benchmark. Correct.”

Ms. Baer said this is comect.

Commission Harris said, “But we've seen a conceptual plan that at most, kind of develops half of
the property. And then as | read the fanguage for applicability of development plans, particularly no. 4
where it talks about.... the section applies to the cumulative square footage, and it refers to basically
phasing projects. Again, | wonder why a development plan wouldn't be applicable for this project.”

Ms. Baer said, “The trigger is the 30,000 sq. ft. And if they don’t know what they're going to do on
the remainder of the lot, then it's difficult to force them into something that they would then be committed to
or would have to come back and change. This allows them o forward to building permit to meet their
current needs. The way that the Code has been applied, is that if you exceed the 30,000 sq. ft. on any
construction after 1999, which is when development plans came into being in the Code, that would trigger
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a development plan. If they were to but another 20,000 sq. ft. on the property, they would have to come
back and do a development plan that would include all portions.”

Commissioner Harris said, “It's cumulative. Even though... it's logical that there’s going to be
another building there, but it's pushed out to that that second phase.”

Ms. Baer said this is correct.

Commissioner Ortiz said, “I'm looking at Exhibit B-4, John Romero’s conditions of approval here.
Could you please elaborate a little bit about ‘the developer shall dedicate a right of way or grant a sidewalk
easement along Clark Road.” And on Number 2, it say, ‘At the time of development any portion of subject
property, the developer shall construct the sidewalk and curb and gutter...’ ls it the easement we're going
to dedicate, or are we going to construct the sidewalk.”

John Romero said, “We're asking them to dedicate an easement or right-of-way, either one, which
is allowed by Code, for a sidewalk. We're reguiring them to construct the sidewalk at the time they develop
the property. So as part of their building permit they'll have to include sidewalk construction.”.

Commissioner Ortiz asked, "Okay. And do you feel comfortable with the width. | know that Clark
Road, in particular, is really narrow at the intersection with Rufina, and | know the two roadways are in
pretty poor shape in terms of condition. Do you feel comfortable with that without expanding on improving
the roadway also. I'm sure you'll develop that a the development time."

Mr. Romero said, “We weren't asking them to reconstruct the roadway. Basically what they're
going to have to do is build a curb and gutter along that side, and then their sidewalk. The road relative to

the right-of-way is pushed up against their property. So there is a bunch of vacant property to the east and

| didn’t think it would be reasonable to ask them to expand the road on that side just to build what they
needed to on their side.” '

Commissioner Ortiz said, “The reason | ask is that there is a photo in here and it shows the
roadway on Rufina that's really in poor condition. | know the drainage is kind of lax, kind of funny in there
also, but I'm sure you'll evaluate all those things as we go on further.”

Mr. Romero said, “We'll definitely look at the drainage and how the proposed improvements would
affect that”

Commissioner Padilla said, “Question df staff, Tamara. Question in reference to, just for
clarification, 30,000 sq. ft. is the trigger for development plan. Correct.”

Ms. Baer said, "Only in the commercial district and only if it isn't adjacent to residential - wel
commercial and industrial, in other words, not in a residential district.”
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Commissioner Padilla said, “So the question is, is there any reason why staff... when | look at their
conceptual site plan, it appears than an easy flip of their 20,000 sq. ft. building could be accommodated on
the southern side of that property, therefore giving the ability to do 40,000 sq. ft. or so, maybe let's just call
it 15,000, is what they could do there. So it would put it about 35,000 sq. ft. Is there any reason why staff
would not have recommended a lot spiit for this property, so that, one we've got the property identified as
to what they're doing and then a separate submittal with the other southern parcel.”.

Ms. Baer said, “There are probably a couple of reasons at least that we wouldn't. First of all, itis
not incumbent on us to look for people dividing their land if that's not what they're interested in doing.
They're purchasing the property in entirety. They may not know what they're going to be doing with itin
the future. If it tums out that they have no further expansion plans for Homewise, you know, it may be in
their interest to divide in the future, and then develop the two paris separately. But that's not something
that we would anticipate. We simply don’t know what will happen in the future, so that's one reason. And
the second reason is, we're not necessarily against the fact that they might go forward and construct
something under a building permit for Homewise specifically. And we have many conditions in place to
safeguard the development of the property in a way that we feel is appropriate and required by Code.”

Commissioner Padilla said, “So the question is, back to Mr. Orliz's question about the
development and the concem along Clark Road as well as Rufina Street, the requirement for improvement
of sidewalk, curb and gutter, etc., would be reviewed in the development plan. A development plan is not
required for this, so would it still be reviewed in the permitting phase.”

Ms. Baer said that is correct. She said, “And it's a requirement. It's going to be part of the
requirement of the building permit when they come in to build this building.”

Commissioner Padilla said then that would handle drainage and so forth. He said, “That area is
known for its issues when we do get rain.” ,

Ms. Baer said, “We do a very thorough building permit review that includes technical review for
grading and drainage, sidewalk requirements, landscape requirements, architectural requirements ~
everything that would be on a development plan and then some is reviewed at the building permit stage.”

Commissioner Padilla asked if the 20,000 sq. ft. building is proposed for a single story, oris it a
two story. [Someone responded from the audience, but was not identified.]

Commissioner Padilla said, “So it is proposed as two-story development. | didn't pick that note up
either on the site plan or in the packet, so we've got a two-story development which is what we have in the
Siler Studios, correct. Okay. Thank you.”

Mr. Pava said, “As | look at this area and the zoning maps, what impresses me is that there is an
abundance nearby with zoning that allows for offices, either in an office and/or a commercial zone. And |
think | use the word abundance reasonably. So, my question is, why this lot, which requires a zone
change.” :

Minutes of the Planning Commission Meeting — February 6, 2014 Page 12

51




Ms. Jenkins said, “Homewise, when they realized that they did need to seek out a location for a
new facility, they did look around for sure. And, looking at an aerial and seeing possibiities is one thing,
but not everything’s on the market, not everything's for sale, and there’s very little vacant land in the
vicinity. So, in the midst of their search for an opportunity..... they looked at existing buildings as a
possibility. They looked at raw land. They looked at a lot of different options. But when the property next
door to the existing facility became available, it was just too good to pass up.”

Commissioner Pava said, “That answers my question. The follow up question would be... |
presume there’s an option on this piece of property, contingent on the rezoning.”

Ms. Jenkins said, “No. They own it. They have acquired this property. They purchased this
property fairly recently, yes." i -

Commissioner Pava said, “Currently the offices they occupy are rental space.”
Ms. Jenkins said, “No they own their building.”

Commissioner Pava said, “And a question for staff, Ms. Baer. How much I-2 land is there in Santa
Fe, and what percentage of this diminishes that, if we rezone this. This is like 22 acres. | recall recently
we were told as a Commission, the value of -2 and preserving it and all that, so I'm a little concerned
about the pool, the availability of raw I-2 land remaining.”

Ms. Baer said, | don’t have a precise number for you, but we did feel we were making an
exception in this particular case. We understand that we need 1-2 fand and | hope we addressed that in
the staff report. We felt that there were enough circumstances sumounding this request that warranted our
support for the rezoning. Also the fact that there are really heavy industrial use on... really all three sides.
On the west side it's already developed as an office park. There's a non-profit, | believe, that has their
offices on the south, and then there are storage units and a plumbing supply on the east. So it didn't feel
as though, necessarily, an I-2 or heavy industrial use was going to come in appropriately info this kind of
pocket that was already surrounded by less intensive uses. So we recognize the need for I-2. We felt the
circumstances warranted support for I-1 in this particular case.”

)

MOTION: Commissioner Lindell moved, seconded by Commissioner Bemis, to recommend to the
Governing Body, the approval of Case #2013-128, 2858 Rufina Street (Homewise) Rezoning, with all
conditions of approval as recommended by staff.

DISCUSSION: Commissioner Harris asked what level of impact fees and overall fees will apply to this
project for Homewise.

Ms. Baer said they are applied at the time of building, and Mr. O'Reilly will describe those.
Mr. O'Reilly said, "Impact fees will be required, as will development water budget offsets for any new

construction on this property. The impact fees depend on what the use is when the construction is done.
So there are different impact fees for office use, warehouse use, residential use. | don't have the fees
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memorized, except for the residential, and since this isnt residential | couldn't tel you. But there will be
significant impact fees for this project.”

Commissioner Harris said, “Since Homewise operates under a not for profit umbrella, but they do have a
for profit subsidiary, |just wanted to make sure that they would be asked to pay the same level of fees that
a for-profit company would.”

Mr. O'Reilly said, “There is no waiver of impact fees under the Code for non-profit or for-profit status. The
only thing you can receive a waiver of impact fees for is the construction of an affordable residential
dwelling unit.”

Ms. Jenkins said, “| pulled it up, so | have a figure.”

Commissioner Harris said he would like to hear that.

Ms. Jenkins said, “Office use is about $2,600 per 1,000 sq. ft., so there's 20,000 sq. ft., so It's going to be
about $52,000 in impact fees at building permit.”

VOTE: The motion was approved on a voice vote, with Commissioners Bemis, Harris, Lindell, Ortiz,
Padilla and Villarreal voting in favor of the motion and Commissioner Pava voting against [6-1].

CHANGE THE DESIGNATION OF 1.38+ ACRES OF LAND FROM RESIDENTIAL LOW
DENSITY (3-7 DWELLING UNITS PER ACRE) TO OFFICE. THE PROPERTY IS THE.
FORMER SITE OF DESERT ACADEMY. (DONN. NANT, CASE MANAGER)
Items F(4) and F(5) were combined for purposes of fresentation, public hearing and discussion
but were voted upon separately.

A Memorandum dated January 24,2014 for the February 6, 2014 meeting, with attachments, to
the Planning Commission from Donny W¥nant, Senior Planner, Current Planning Division, regarding Case
#2013-130, 313-317 Camino AlireBeneral Plan Amendment, and Case #2013-131, 313-317 Camino Alire
Rezoning, is incorporated herewith to these minutes as Exhibit “7.”

The staff

it was presented by Donna Wynant. Please see Exhibit'7 for specifics of this
presentation. ‘
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Casc #2013-128. Homewise Rezoning. JenkinsGavin Design & Development. Inc.. agent for

Homewise. Inc.. requests rezoning of 2,39z acres of land from 1-2 (General Industrial) to I-1
(Light Industrial) 1o accommodate a proposed 20.000+ sq. [t. office building. The property is
located at 2868 Ruiina Street. {Donna Wynant. Case Manager)




Good Fvening Mavor Gonzales and City Councilors

You should have betore vou an 117 x 177 enlarged version of the site plan for the proposcd
development (which is actually p. 43 in your report). This should be casier for you to read.

2013-128. Homewise Rezening, located at 2868

JenkinsGavin Desien & Development. Inc.. agent for Homewise. Inc.. requests rezoning of
2.39+ acres of land from 1-2 (General Industrial) to I-1 (Light Industrial} to accommodate a
proposcd 20.000= sq. {1, office building.

The applicant proposes to rezonge the property (o I-1 tor an office building since the 1-2 does not
allow office as a primary use. (FLU Map) The request is in compliance with the General Plan
which designates the property for Industrial without any distinction between light or heavy
industrial use. (Aerial Map) The property is unimproved and currently houses temporary
structures and vehicles, (Zoning Map) Properties in this area that arc generally located west of
Clark Road are zoned 1-2 (General Industrial) and [-1 (Light Industrial) east ol Clark Road.

The applicant identificd the various businesses in the surrounding arca.  Capitol Plumbing and
A-1 Self Storage are located to the cast. across Clark Road in the I-1 district. To the north across
Rufina is a gravel vard in the 1-2 district which was recently subdivided as the Classic Rock
Subdivision into five lots. Three businesses. including Big Jo Hardware. are in the I-1 district to
the south.

(Caliéé;ifnal~ Plan) 1'he proposed building will house [Homewise which has outgrown their office
building in the Siler Studios office complex. located immediately to the west at 1301 Siler Road.
Although a Development Plan is not required with this proposal. the applicant has provided a
conceptual plan to show the proposed lavout with a two story building to face Rufina Street and
the proposcd 44 space parking lot to the rear of the building. The property will be accessed by
Rufing and Clark Strect. The entrance to the site from Rufina Street is actually shown on the
adjacent Siler Studios property and therefore to function as a shared entrance. A letter from the
adjacent property owner which expresses their willingness (o do a shared access agreement or
easement.is on page 44 in vour packet. Ixisting infrastructure, including water and sewer, is
sufficient o serve the proposed development. All site improvements, including required
sidewalks along Rufina and Clark. will be more thoroughly detailed and reviewed at the time of
construction permit appheation.

Two adjacent property owners attended the Larly Neighborhood Notitication who were in support
of the proposal.

The Planning Commission found that the application meets all code criteria for a rezoning and
recommends approval with conditions to the Governing Body.

With that. 'l stand for questions. Thank you.
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Homewise, Inc., 2868 Rufina St.

Conceptual Site Plan




